PeerJ is just one of a flurry of experiments, encouraged in part by the gathering momentum of open access, that might shape the future of research publishing. "We are seeing a Cambrian explosion of experiments with new publishing models. It's going to be an interesting period for the next few years," says Binfield.
Binfield hopes PeerJ's growth will resemble that of PLoS ONE, which went from publishing some 1,000 articles in its first full year (2007) to its current 2,000 articles a month. "PLoS ONE is publishing so many articles that it is stretching the boundaries of what is a journal -instead, it's becoming a large, peer-reviewed repository of research articles. We're setting ourselves up for exploring that future," says Binfield. But he adds that PeerJ will not need PLoS ONE's volume of papers to be viable.
Whereas PLoS ONE charges $1,350 per paper, PeerJ users pay $299 for unlimited open-access publications and submissions, or a smaller fee ($199 or $99) for a limited number per year. (All authors on multi-author papers must be members, although papers with 13 or more authors need only 12 paying members.) The journal, which received undisclosed start-up support from the venture-capital fund O'Reilly AlphaTechVentures in San Francisco, California, will be accepting articles from August.
Despite the low publication cost, PeerJ's founders promise that, as with PLoS ONE, articles will be peer reviewed for scientific validity -but not for importance or impact. Other open-access journals have also adopted this policy, including Nature Publishing Group's Scientific Reports. It marks a distinction from selective open-access journals such as the forthcoming eLife, which plans to publish only high-impact work. To avoid running out of peer reviewers, every PeerJ member is required each year to review at least one paper or participate in post-publication peer review.
Untangling user fees from the publication of individual articles is a significant innovation -but other radical ideas are in the pipeline. In high-energy physics, for example, a consortium called SCOAP 3 , which includes funding agencies and libraries, is planning to pay publishers for all the costs of publication, so that articles can be free to access and authors will not be charged directly. On 1 June, the SCOAP 3 initiative said that it had sent out tenders to publishers to bid for these contracts, with services
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Other ideas under discussion include journals that charge for submissions rather than for publications; direct government funding for all publications; and research funders setting up their own publication infrastructure (much as some do with biology databases), says Cameron Neylon, recently appointed director of advocacy at the Public Library of Science in San Francisco, which publishes PLoS ONE.
No one knows what will work. But many say that the experiments now under way will help to reveal the true costs of sustainably publishing articles and research data. "PeerJ is part of the assertion that this can be done cheaper -and for that alone it will be interesting to watch," says Neylon.
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This story originally stated that all authors on multi-author papers need to be paying members. In fact, all authors on multi-author papers must be members, but papers with 13 or more authors need only 12 paying members. It also said that mBio does not assess for importance and impact -it does. The text has now been corrected. 
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For the best commenting experience, please login or register as a user and agree to our Community Guidelines. You will be re-directed back to this page where you will see comments updating in real-time and have the ability to recommend comments to other users. Journal offers flat fee for 'all you can publish' : Nature News... http://www.nature.com/news/journal-offers-flat-fee-for-all-yo... First off all, to set-up and staff a professional publishing house to process, edit, publish and maintain articles requires 10's if not eventually 100s of million dollars of long-term investment/commitment. Processing, publishing and maintaining a single paper (such as a scientific article) on a website that grows content and activity around it (because they want to use the content to create alternative revenue) on a secure system for life will eventually cost the publisher $1000s, not $100s, for each article. So they might as well make it free from the start because charging a member $259 for life is a negligible contribution anyway.
This is a venture capital backed scheme, so they must know about these costs (they would have had to disclose it to their investors) and are gambling on having millions of scientists sign up and hoping that their other schemes they want to build on top of all these users will work very soon (on their website, they claim B2B and author services). Now this will take a few years, even if they are highly successful. This means that they have to have enough investment from the VCs to stick it through the "valley of death" until their alternative business kicks in. Apparently they have $950K
&#8211 which, without a doubt will be spent in the first year, if not in a few months just on setting up and building the kind of website that will stand a chance of achieving what they hope to achieve. Perhaps scientists don't know (but it is public information) that Plos had a NIH grant of around $10M to start and actually went to the verge of bankruptcy and was forced to move to PlosOne, so that they could increase volume to cover their overhead costs.
Silicon Valley is a great place for high risk ventures because VCs don't care if 19 out of 20 ventures fail, but it seems to me, for scientists it is a huge risk and leap of faith to put their valuable research work anywhere near such a scheme. I doubt scientists are big gamblers, they probably get excited because they just don't know these things.
Richard Van Noorden • 2012-06-14 12:43 PM Update on my previous note. I was referring to a different aspect of Brazil's research funding system, which is that the government pays for recognized academics to have access to research journals. But these journals are not free to everyone.
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Brazil's government-pays method is not necessarily a step beyond PubMedCentral, as I understand it. Correct me if I am wrong, but the Brazilian system only gives access to recognized academics &#8211 it does not give access to anyone who isn't an academic, even in Brazil. The point of the NIH mandate and PubMedCentral (and indeed PLoS ONE and PeerJ) is that the research paper is opened up to everyone.
Vipul Mehta • 2012-06-13 08:32 PM It seems to me that people worry too much about the "publishing model" and not enough about the quality of what they are publishing. Journals following any model that publish mostly good papers will be successful, if by "success" you mean advancing science and having a reputation for doing so. For that you need very good reviewers who provide rigorous and fair reviews, and decent editors. If by success you mean publishing lots of papers and collecting lots of fees, then "publish everything" models that have low standards and modest fees will do fine.
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